Why We Feel That DCYF's Enrollment Of Our Son In Early Intervention Is Not Legal 

Wednesday , June 9 th 2010 

This letter is meant to concretely express our views before a court of law with regard to what 
is being said about our youngest son Galileo Basilios Gonzalez, and as such is done with the 
intention of also refuting the reasons which DCYF has given for enrolling our youngest son in 
Early Intervention services, while questioning within the context of legality the process that was 
used to initiate such an enrollment. 

We, Wenceslao Gonzalez Jr. and Cibeles J. Gonzalez, as parents of Galileo Basilios Gonzalez are 
in total disagreement with what has been insinuated of our youngest son, and protest the actions 
that led to his placement in Early Intervention. We in this letter will attempt to explain why we 

believe that the actions of DCYF are being achieved through the use of legal loopholes in an 
attempt to legitimize in a court of law the violation of our rights by feigning a legality which 
is non-existent. Legality must not be only a matter of perception, but rather the product of faithful 
adherence to Constitutional law (which upholds the individual's rights) in the earnest pursuit of 

justice. In this fashion, whatever perception true legality creates, will be founded on the general 
consensus among all involved that their rights have been safeguarded by the respect of human 

dignity that the consistent practice of equality in any judicial proceeding bestows. 
When unjust actions are achieved through the use of legal loopholes, their very appearance of 
legality becomes the worst foe of legality itself. 



We ask that under the doctrine of equality (which is the sole reason for which courts exist) our 

statements be carefully viewed and considered with a gravity that is akin to the merits of justice. 

We are also in total disagreement with what has been said about our eldest son 

Wenceslao Adonis Gonzalez III, but will focus in this letter only on what has occurred, and still 

continues to occur with our youngest son Galileo. 

First, we would like to state how our son was before his removal. Our youngest son 

Galileo Basilios Gonzalez was taken away from us without an investigation at the age of 1 Vz years. 

At the time of his removal he could say a couple of words, could count up to three in Spanish, and 

walk. He was a happy child and loved interacting with his older brother. 

At this age Galileo had fine motor skills and knew how to play 

with a variety of toys, including his older brother's drawing 

board on which had begun to scribble. Galileo has shown 

from a very early age to be very strong physically. At six 

months of age he could stand up by himself in his 
crib while supporting himself on the rails. He 
never showed problems walking, and at around age 
one ( before moving to Spain) he would jump out 
of his crib in order to play with bigger toys that 
were on the floor. 





Galileo did not have any nutritional deficiencies as we fed him on an organic kosher diet which 
included grains, fruits, vegetables, and dairy products. This diet was supplemented by Organic 
Toddler formula. Galileo never liked to drink water much, but would drink fruit juices and 



formula. He had no eating difficulties, he only refused certain foods or drinks (such as water) which 
he disliked. At around the time of his removal from our home he had more or less around five teeth 
as he had started teething late. 

After Galileo was so unjustly taken from us, we were given virtually no information on him or his 
brother. We spoke a few times with the social worker in Spain, and were never told about these 
supposed delays. Even when we found them in a poor state of health for the period between 
January 21 st to the beginning of April, she kept insisting that they were fine and that it was 
"normal" for children to get sick. During this period of chronic neglect, which we assume must 
have been going on since December, Galileo (who never used to get sick with us) got what appeared 
to be an ear infection. His ear became red and swollen, and made him cry when it was touched. 
In Spain, our rights were held in total disregard by the people of the Consell of Mallorca, and 
apart from a verbal notification of a bogus milk allergy diagnosis ( given to Galileo's older 
brother Wenceslao) we were never given any information on who had them, what they were being 
fed, and what tests (if any) had been done on them. Everything was continuously kept very hush, 
and we can only reasonably conclude that this secrecy was due in great part to the illegal nature 
of their actions, as well as to impede us from refuting any false allegations. 
Knowledge of what is occurring is key to one's ability to mount an effective defense against what 
one finds objectionable on valid grounds. By being deprived of such knowledge we could only 
express our displeasure in vain as the Spanish social workers continued to plan things behind our 
backs while constantly being in contact with the U.S. Consul in Mallorca, who in turn was in 
contact with our children's half-sisters. 



We mention the situation in Spain for the following two reasons: 

1) It must always be remembered that this situation started in Spain and not here, and that our 
children were deported to the U.S. in order to prevent a trial that would have taken place in Spain 

and of which we only got to assist the first hearing. 

2) Because the attitudes and policies shown towards us in Spain seemed to have been continued 
here, and thus we continue to be subject to a complete lack of awareness of what is being done to 

our sons, as DCYF has not consulted with us or given us any information with regard to what is 
being planned for them or what is occurring in their daily lives. 

No due process was given to us in Spain, and here we find ourselves fighting for rights which are 
said to be guaranteed in the Constitution. DCYF , while being a party to the obstruction of justice 
in helping to impede our trial in Spain, has been a blatant violator of our constitutional rights, most 
notably the ones protected in the First and Fourteenth Amendments. The Due Process Clause 
within the Fourteenth Amendment serves to protect substantive due process rights such as 
parental or marriage rights. As such certain steps must be taken before depriving a person of life, 
liberty, or property. What liberty is there for a person when they cannot even decide what their 
child eats or how to educate him? and so find themselves unwillingly impotent at seeing that they 
are deprived of making the simplest of decisions with regard to their own child through the 
unjustifiable intervention of strangers. 

Not only has our liberties been trampled on in what can only be called a tyrannical fashion, we 
have also been greatly hindered in our desperate attempt to regain those stolen liberties through 
the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment which demands that states provide 
equal protection under the law to all people within their jurisdictions. 



How can equality under the law be maintained in any trial when preference and special privileges 
are granted to an agency at the expense of their victim's rights? The purpose of due process is to 
hold the government subservient to the law of the land so that individual persons may be protected 
from the state when that state at being led astray by excesses in undue authority threatens the 
delicate balance that must be maintained in order to ensure equality under the law. 
DCYF has taken advantage of the lack of due process given to us in Spain in order to prolong that 
very offense here in this country. They used the lack of due process in Spain in order to get 
involved in a case that was out of their jurisdiction, which sadly led to the illegal deportation of 
our children. It was that very illegal deportation that served as the basis of the legal loopholes 
that were employed by DCYF to rob us of our rights to give consent to the numerous decisions 
which they made unbeknown to us, while all the time justifying their disrespectful actions with our 
absence which was caused by their own willingness to participate in the deportation of our children 
when legal representation had already been sought where the events had occurred. 
In doing this, DCYF not only violated the Individuals With Disabilities Act (IDEA) Part C for 
Early Intervention services, which gives parents the right to accept or decline Early Intervention 
services, as well as to decline such services even after first accepting them. 

They also violated Part B-2 of Procedure from Policy 700.0230 with regard to Early Intervention 
Process For Children Involved With DCYF, which states that the Child Protective Investigator 
requests the signature of a parent or guardian on the DCYF #175 in order to consent to begin the 
referral process. Only in the case of a parent's absence can the need for consent be overruled. 
The problem however is that DCYF helped to engineer our "absence" by getting involved in a case 
that had no roots in Rhode Island (apart from the animosity of our Rhode Island accuser) and 



forcibly bringing our children here while we were stranded in another country and unable to 
immediately return due to economic difficulties that were also caused by our accusers who were 
then granted custody of our children. 

DCYF requested that the Family Court give them the authority to sign for medical treatment, 
because at the time we were in Spain. Yet our address must have been known, as not only our 
children's half-siblings knew it, but the U.S. Consul of Mallorca, and the Spanish social services 
of Mallorca as well. All these parties were involved in this injustice and knew our address. 
Indeed, DCYF sent to us in Spain letters from Rhode Island finding us guilty of neglect that had 
supposedly occurred in Europe! So why not even the basic courtesy, even if only for the sake of 
appearances, of sending us a letter notifying us of what was going on with our own children? 
We called DCYF numerous times from Spain and were denied information on our sons. It is more 
evident that just like the social workers in Mallorca, DCYF chose to use these legal loopholes in 
order to do things that they knew we would never consent to. It is a tendency which we have 
continued to see all too often in DCYF's policies since arriving here. When they see that they will 
not get their way through legal methods they just forego asking for the parents' consent and do 
what they want. 

Another legal loophole that was utilized by DCYF at the expense of our rights ( as well as our 
children's rights) and with a total disregard for the truth, was that they began a procedure which is 
only meant for children that have been removed from their homes ( either in R.I. or in a nearby 
state) within the last twenty-four hours, and who are the subject of an ongoing investigation. 
This is in no way applicable to two children who were taken away from their parents without an 
investigation months earlier in Spain, and whom through shady dealings found themselves in 



Rhode Island while their parents struggled to find a way to return to the U.S. 
How can a valid investigation occur six months after a child was taken away from his parents in 
a foreign country without a prior investigation? Is the need to justify the unjustifiable so great that 
DCYF chooses to shun all common sense? 

PANDA clinic is supposed to provide medical evaluations within 24 hours of a child's removal, and 
according to DCYF's own words " provide Child Protection Investigators necessary information 
as part of the investigative process" (Title IV-B Child And Family Service Plan 2010-2014 p.70). 
To initiate a bogus investigation twenty-four hours after two toddlers had been deported from 
another country, where they had had the misfortune of spending several traumatizing months in 
the incompetent care of someone who obviously mistreated them, is to make a mockery out of the 
judicial process. We marvel that such faulty procedures can be so blindly accepted in a Family 
Court. Not only is the so-called investigation a sham, but any results which are obtained from these 
PANDA evaluations are invalid because they are not an indicator of how the child truly is under 
normal circumstances. Any supposed findings found a continent away from where the removal 
originally took place, and after the child has been separated from his parents for six traumatic 
months are at best unreliable, since trauma hinders normal development in a child. 
Our son Galileo was two years old at the time of this "evaluation". According to DCYF, children 
who are victims of an indicated case of child abuse or neglect and have a single established 
condition for a disability are referred to Early Intervention services. There has been no single 
established condition for a disability in Galileo, unless trauma should be considered a disability 
instead of what it is, a disadvantage that is remedied by the cessation of it's continuance. 
At the time of this evaluation what developmental challenges did Galileo supposedly show? 



He knew how to walk, how to play with toys, and had known a couple of words when taken from 
us at age 1 Vi . Yet if our son Galileo was placed in Early Intervention it must be because PANDA 
claimed that there was "evidence" of a developmental delay. 

In the slanderous DCYF report addressed to an unnamed Judge dated November 19 th 2009 , it 
states in a rather unprofessional tone that Galileo had the " language development of a 12 month 
old, as well as nutritional deficiencies, eating difficulties, and a history of dental cavities". The 
report uses in many instances what appears to be very laconic sentences that consist of poor word 
structure, which leads us to question the competency of the person who wrote it. Indeed the person 
who wrote the report used on more than one occasion the Spanish word for "cavities" which is 
"caries". 

The insinuations made of Galileo only serves to make us skeptical of the level of expertise present 
at the PANDA clinic. First, our son only had five teeth when he was taken from us, so we do not 
understand how he could have had a history of cavities at the age of two. If there was really a 
nutritional deficiency at the time it must have been due to several months of eating an unhealthy 
conventional diet after they were taken from us. We insisted that they be continued on an organic 
diet supplemented with Toddler Formula but were totally ignored by Spanish social services. 
Even now, in the year 2010, we have good reason to believe that they continue to be poorly 
nourished as they have been sick many times in the last nine months whereas with us they never 
got sick. However, even if a nutritional deficiency was really present at that time ( due to the 
incompetence of whoever had them) it is still not a basis for placing a child in Early Intervention. 
Poor nutrition only indicates a delay in the awareness and knowledge of the person who is 



providing the inadequate diet, not in the toddler who only eats what is given to him. 

Galileo, as stated earlier, had no eating difficulties, but would only shun certain foods which he did 

not like, a behavior that is quite common in small children. 

Nevertheless, perhaps the most perplexing allegation of all is the claim that Galileo at the age of two 

had the language development of a 12 month old. Not many 12 month olds have extensive 

vocabularies, especially male children who tend to talk later than girls. Speech and language 

pathologist Mindy Hudon at www.toddlerstoday.com says "At about 18 to 24 months, a toddler 

can go through a motor development stage while their language appears stagnant." 

According to doctors each gender's brain and growth unfolds at a different rate. A doctor by the 

name of Leonard Sax M.D. who is the author of the book "Boys Adrift" says that boys not only 

learn to talk later than girls and have more limited vocabularies, he also states that many boys 

have trouble connecting feelings with words. 

So given the fact that even under normal and tranquil circumstances boys usually tend to talk later 

than girls, it is not very realistic from a scientific point of view to expect a child who had recently 

turned two (at the time of the PANDA evaluation) and has gone through several months of trauma 

to be an avid talker. 

An article from Medical Online that also speaks on speech development says that in the second year 

of life children use unintelligible speech of their own which only those in close contact can 

understand. What could have led to these erroneous labels, when a little research coupled with an 

understanding of what our little boy had gone through would have presented a much clearer 

picture of what the reality is. 

We believe that there is a great probability, due to the way that the system of affiliations between 



DCYF and several entities function, that evaluation results might be made to cater to DCYF special 
interests. Unfortunately, physicians examining a child to determine evidence of abuse and/or 
neglect cannot screen the child that they are examining for evidence of a developmental delay 
unless they are affiliated with the PANDA clinic which in turn is affiliated with DCYF. 
So, since only affiliates of PANDA clinic can participate in the apparent monopoly on 
developmental delay screenings which are used as a basis for Early Intervention services referrals, 
an opportunity to facilitate greater impartiality by allowing non-affiliated physicians to do these 
screenings as well is lost. 

There seems to be a steady increase in the percentage of children that are being referred to Early 
Intervention programs. In 2008 the percentage of referrals to Early Intervention increased to 
81% in comparison to the 68% of the previous two years. So surely there must be a cause behind 
the sudden surge of "delayed" children. Either there is another factor motivating these referrals, 
or in less than two years the birth of disabled children became pandemic! 

Given the influence that DCYF exerts over affiliated agencies, the possible incentive for monetary 
gain, and the traumatic experiences that our sons have been through, there can only be a minute 
chance of valid results emerging from an evaluation that embodies negative principles in it's 
effectuation. 

Even the scanty information provided to us through the few papers that we have been given raises 
more questions than answers, and apart from their abundant slander makes several statements 
that to us are confusing. 



1) Foremost we are trying to understand with absolute certainty where the actual evaluation took 
place. An Exhibit A report dated March 25 th 2009, only two days after somebody anonymously 
called the DCYF hotline telling them about our case, and whom we have valid reason to believe 
was the same person who at present has our children, states that both of our sons were seen at 
Hasbro Child Protection on May 15 th 2009 (Exhibit A March 25 th 2009 Report p.g.3). 
However, the confidential report dated November 19 th states that our sons were evaluated at the 
PANDA clinic on May 15 th 2009. We know that on the May 12 th 2010 trial session to which we 
assisted, it was again stated that the evaluation had occurred at the PANDA clinic. 

We have done some research on Hasbro Child Protection, and know that their clinic, called Child 
Safe clinic, is located at 593 Eddy Street in Providence, however since we heard in the 
May 12 th 2010 trial that our sons had been at the PANDA clinic, we would like to know why the 
March 25 th report states Hasbro Child Protection, and what, if any affiliation exists between this 
entity and PANDA clinic. The question may seem trivial, but taking into account that this 
evaluation served as a basis for an Early Intervention referral, which we would have opposed had 
we been consulted prior to it being made, it seems to us prudent to make an effort to understand 
the intricate processes of a system that seems to exert so much influence over decisions that are of 
prime relevance to us and to the well-being of our sons. 

2) Secondly, yet of crucial importance to us, is the statement made in a service plan for Galileo 
dated November 18 th 2009 of which we have a copy given to us on December 8 th 2009. In this 
service plan, which to us seeks to promote more a disservice than any so-called help it claims to aim 
to provide, it states the following: 



Behavioral Change Required To Address The Risks Identified: 

To address Galileo's developmental delays and multiple diagnoses through speech/language and 

occupational therapy. 

The statement uses the plural form of the word "delay" thus implying multiple delays, and seems to 
do a word structure manipulation by including afterwards "and multiple diagnoses" and so making 
it seem as if apart from the so-called multiple delays there are additional multiple diagnoses. 
If such an abundance of conditions exist in our little boy, why the preference for ambiguous 
descriptions? Why not indicate specifically what those supposed conditions are? The service plan 
also goes on to say that we, along with DCYF, and our false accuser (who is ironically now the 
foster parent) will be working with speech language and occupational services through Early 
Intervention, and with the Warwick School Department when transition from Early Intervention 
is made. We refused to sign this document and so we are not aware if DCYF went over our heads 
and through their numerous contacts, influence, and dexterity for legal loopholes have achieved 
their goal of obtaining, against our will , unnecessary services that are meant not only to fatten 
the pockets of those who get more money from the state for special needs kids, but to further 
facilitate the labeling of our son and use Early Intervention as a launch pad from which to 
place Galileo in Special Education. 

Earlier on in this letter we had explained how our youngest son had been prior to his removal from 
our home and what he knew how to do. We also spoke of speech development, particularly in boys 
and cited our references. 
My son was 2 V2 at the time that this service plan was written, and had just turned two at the time 



of the PANDA evaluation. He had gone through six months of trauma, and had been subject to 

appalling neglect at the hands of someone in Spain from December 2008 to April 2009 (when their 

condition improved). Not many babies just turned two would be talking up a storm under those 

circumstances. Especially boy babies, who tend to be less verbally expressive than girls. 

That DCYF, after involving themselves in a case which was none of their affair, should further 

multiply their offenses against our family by taking advantage of such a tragic situation to state 

that my then two year old son (who could walk and play fine) needs to be in Special Ed , and has a 

learning disability because he was not very talkative at this PANDA evaluation is to me extremely 

callous, and exhibits a downright shameful conduct. 

Furthermore, by placing our sons in the home of the person who started this whole mess, and who 

has made no secret of her animosity towards our marriage in addition to having expressed past 

desires to brand our children with humiliating labels, as can be seen in her previous attempt to 

remove our eldest son from our home in 2006, DCYF was ensuring the continuance of the trauma 

that they so ardently claim to prevent. 

We do not understand how family court could have allowed such a placement to occur, though we 

are aware that DCYF has gone to great lengths (as is obvious in their reports) to cover-up 

the true depth of involvement that our children's half-siblings have exerted in this sorry case. 

The Family Court of Rhode Island claims on their homepage that they seek to provide children that 

have been taken from their parents with the equivalent of high-quality parental care. The rhetoric 

expressed in this phantom goal may sound pretty, but not much observation is required to realize 

how untrue this is in our case. Our children were placed in the custody of the very people that have 

falsely accused us, and who are merely using our sons as pawns in a long-sought attempt to destroy 



our marriage. We must continue to emphasize the current situation of their placement in the hope 

that others can fully appreciate the reality pertaining to the environment in which our sons are in 

right now, and how the negative factors that are present in said environment (despite DCYF's 

reluctance to see them) can create certain appearances in the way that our sons are which may be 

attributed to mistaken origins, such as non-existent conditions. 

DCYF who never ceases to tirelessly chant their agency's secular trinity of 

"Safety, Permanency, and Well-being" in their reports, unfortunately does not tirelessly pursue 

those very goals that they claim to uphold. 

With regard to the triad motto that they preach the following can be said about our 

children's current placement: 

1) SAFETY: A child can never be safe in an environment where he is not loved, because it is love 
that motivates a parent to protect a child. Furthermore, a child cannot be safe in an environment 
where he is not only not loved, but despised as well. 

2) PERMANENCY: The best state of permanency for a child is to be in a home where both parents 
are married and committed to each other. How can a child's state of permanency be assured by 
placing him in the hands of someone who is tirelessly seeking to wreck his parents' marriage, in the 
hope that the child grows up in a broken home? 

3) WELL-BEING: How can a child's well-being be in the hands of a person who bears the motives 
that have been mentioned in this letter, and who sees the child's misery as instrumental to their 

unworthy personal goals ? 
DCYF is allowing their own agenda to guide them in such a way that they are placing themselves in 



a position where all rationality is being evaded. During a span of two years we have been falsely 
accused twice by our childrens' foster parent (December 2006 & December 2008) because she views 
the children as rivals for her father's attention, and hopes that the problems created by her 
accusations will place strain on our relationship. 

As if being in the "care" of such an unnuturing person, who has such sinister intentions were not 
worrisome enough for us, we must also contend with the unpleasant knowledge that our children 
are all day in a day care center where they most likely get no individualized attention, only to 
return in the evening to an unloving home where learning is in all likelihood discouraged. 
If DCYF considers such a situation as conducive to "safety, permanency, and well-being" in a 
child's life, we fear that they must look up in a dictionary the definition of the words that they 
utter so repetitively. We admit that our son Galileo's has experienced some delays in his 
learning, but it is not a developmental delay, nor does he have a learning disability. Any delay in 
learning is environmentally induced , and is the result of the situation in which they find themselves 
in now, and the trauma that they suffered in Spain due to the actions of the half-siblings that now 
have them. At 1 Vi years of age Galileo could count up to three in Spanish, now at the age of three 
he cannot count at all. 

We have noticed that in the visits when we teach Galileo new vocabulary he repeats the words and 
catches on quickly, which only serves to confirm that he is being unstimulated when it comes to 
learning activities in his half-sibling's house. If he were motivated to learn he would know more 
vocabulary at this age because he likes to repeat the words that he learns. His older brother 
Wenceslao, who at three used to know how to write, draw, count, and play simple piano tunes has 
also suffered an environmentally induced regression in learning as a consequence of this 



unnecessarily prolonged situation. DCYF is merely exploiting situations that they have created and 

prolonged for possible monetary gain, and to salvage their professional pride while our sons 

languish in the incompetent care of an immature and emotionally unstable foster parent (despite 

what external appearances may appear to indicate). 

We have been kept virtually in the dark with regard to what is going on with our sons. 

Given the fact that we are the only ones involved in this case who can honestly say to have our sons' 

best interests at heart, we need to know what is going on with them in order to be able to defend 

their interests. Many claim to defend our sons' interests, but when one analyzes the situation closely 

one realizes that the best motivator for defending a child's best interests are not a need for 

vengeance, obtaining financial gain, or protecting professional pride, but love. 

Love is the best motivator for defending a child's interests, and only we, the parents of Galileo and 

Wenceslao can earnestly make that claim. 

Yet DCYF continues to act as if we do not exist. The service plan written for Galileo, which has 

been mentioned in great detail in this letter, was scheduled to be re-developed on May 20 th 2010. 

We assume that the new service plan must have been written at the proposed date without a single 

thought as to what we think of the proposed actions or whether or not we are in agreement with it. 

In short, DCYF only "consults" parents when they feel that the parents are easily manipulated and 

so more willing to readily conform to DCYF requests, which are almost always designed to rob 

them of their rights at the peril of their children's welfare. 

Apart from us not being notified of any changes that have occurred in the service plan, we are 

unaware of what has occurred with regard to an intention that DCYF had expressed of appointing 



an Educational Advocate and/or Educational Surrogate Parent ( as both positions were mentioned 
in a letter sent to us several months ago by DCYF informing us of this their desire). The result of 
such a decision from our standpoint is inconclusive as we were never notified about the final 
outcome of this intention. We only were given notification by mail , confirming that our 
January 21 st 2010 letter, protesting their decision, had been received by them. 
Given our lengthy explanation in a thoroughly detailed fashion of the circumstances, which sadly 
for us, are dominant factors in our sons' lives at present, we ask that our concerns be addressed in a 
fashion that befits our status as loving parents who have never relinquished their rights. 
We also ask that we be granted study sessions with our sons in accordance with the May 5 th 2010 
letter which we sent DCYF demanding time with our sons in an effort to help them catch up with 
the learning that they have lost as a result of the unhealthy environment in which they find 
themselves in. DCYF never responded to this letter and in the May 12 th 2010 trial no mention was 
made of our request. 

We feel that it is inhumane to prohibit and thus impede a parent from helping their child when 
they so eagerly want to. It is our belief that actions like these reveal the true nature of this 
agency, as well as where their true interests lie. Our request is not beneficial to their agenda so they 
must brush it to the side, ever confident of their ability and power to do as they please. 
We ask that we be taken seriously and that all decisions made with regard to both Galileo and 
Wenceslao's supposed educational needs be overturned, as they were the result of civil rights 
violations coupled with a faulty understanding of the situation that is truly causing my sons' 
delays in learning. As soon as our children are removed from that hideous environment, fed a 
nourishing organic diet with supplements, and stimulated to learn while receiving love and praise, 



things hopefully should gradually return to normal. It is in the fervent hope of realizing 

this long cherished goal that we submit our concerns with the intention of defending our rights and 

our children. 

Sincerely, 



